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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . This communication is in response to Remarks, filed 1 1/30/2006. 

2. Claims 1-6, 8-15, 17-24, 26-28, 30-35, 37-42 and 44-48 are pending. 



Response to Arguments 



3. Applicant's arguments filed 1 1/30/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

The applicants argue (Remarks, page 2, paragraph 3) that Lakritz (US 6,623,529 
B1 ) in view of Hamann (6,092,036) fails to teach or suggest creating a first file including 
a translation of said one or more localizable strings, wherein said creating said first file 
comprises receiving input from a user specifying a translation of at least one of said one 
or more localizable strings within said at least one token. However, the examiner 
disagrees and argues that Hamann teaches while a translation table is being built, a 
user is able to supply the system with two lines of text, one line being application text in 
the source language and a second line of text of application text translated into the 
target language (col. 6, lines 53-61). 

In response to applicant's argument that Lakritz and Hamann are nonanalogous 
art, it has been held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of applicant's 
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endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the 
applicant was concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the 
claimed invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). In this case, Lakritz and Hamann are both directed to the localization of data 
using translation data stored within a table. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Hamann teaches 
a multilingual data processing system, that includes a translation table builder, 
responsive to a user input, for building each text translation table. The translation table 
building includes a text editor for allowing the user to translate language text items into 
target language text items. By allowing the user to create supply their own translations 
of the application text, the users are able to improve the localization process, of 
multilingual data by adapting the translations of the application data to better fit the 
needs of the user (col. 2, line 66 through col. 3, line 4 and col. 6, line 53 through col. 7, 
line 12). 
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The applicant argues (Remarks, paragraph 3, page 5) that Lakritz fails to 
disclose prompting a user for confirmation of said identifying said one or more 
localizable strings. The examiner disagrees and argues that once the user begins 
editing the translation database of Lakritz, the system prompts the user to supply a 
translation for each of the selected target languages to be included in the translation 
database (col. 28, lines 24-34 and 63-67, and col. 29, lines 1-30). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claim 1-6, 8-15, 17-24, 26-28, 30-35, 37-42 and 44-48 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lakritz (US 6,623,529 B1) in view of Hamann 
(6,092,036). 

As to claims 1 and 10, Lakritz teaches: 

a markup language document (HTML content, col. 7, line 19); 
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identifying one or more localizable string within said at least one token (col. 7, 
lines 27-29) 

creating a file including a translation of said one or more localizable strings 
(separating country or regional content from the structure of the document into a 
separate file, where that file can be updated, col. 7, lines 12-18); 

creating a second file including non-localized data from said document 
(separating out the country or regional content into a separate file, leaving the other 
content in a separate file, col. 7, lines 12-18); and 

merging said first file and said second file (finding the correct localization file, and 
putting the files back together, col. 7, lines 18-20). 

Lakritz does not explicitly teach receiving from input from a user specifying a 
translation of at least one of said one or more localizable strings. 

However, Hamann teaches the user is able to input a string in a source language 
and a string of text translated into the target language (col. 6, lines 48-61 ). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of 
invention to combine the methods of Lakritz with the ability to add a translation as 
taught by Hamann to increase the efficiency of the system by allowing a user to modify 
and/or a translation to a target text, as taught by Hamann (col. 7, lines 1-10). 

As to claim 19, Lakritz teaches: 

a processor (a computer, col. 3, lines 25, which ,would necessarily include a 
processor); 
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a memory storing program instructions (a computer with applications, col. 3, lines 
25, which would necessarily include a memory); 

identifying one or more localizable string within said at least one token (col. 7, 
lines 27-29) 

creating a file including a translation of at least one said localizable string 
(separating country or regional content from the structure of the document into a 
separate file, where that file can be updated, col. 7, lines 12-18); 

creating a second file including non-localized data from said document 
(separating out the country or regional content into a separate file, leaving the other 
content in a separate file, col. 7, lines 12-18); and 

merging said first file and said second file (finding the correct localization file, and 
putting the files back together, col. 7, lines 18-20). 

Lakritz does not explicitly teach the program instructions are further executable to 
receive from input from a user specifying a translation of at least one of said one or 
more localizable strings. 

However, Hamann teaches the user is able to input a string in a source language 
and a string of text translated into the target language (col. 6, lines 48-61). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of 
invention to combine the methods of Lakritz with the ability to add a translation as 
taught by Hamann to increase the efficiency of the system by allowing a user to modify 
and/or a translation to a target text, as taught by Hamann (col. 7, lines 1-10). 
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As to claims 28, and 35, Lakritz teaches: 

identify at least one token within said document (col. 7, lines 27-29); 

identify one or more localizable string within said at least one token (col. 7, lines 

27-29); 

prompting a user for confirmation of said identifying said one ore more localizable 
string (creating user-defined term databases, where the user is prompted to supply a 
translation for each language to be used, col. 28, lines 24-34 and 63-67 and col. 29, 
lines 1-30); 

extract said one or more localizable string from said document (separating 
country or regional content from the structure of the document into a separate file, 
where that file can be updated, col. 7, lines 12-18); 

translate at least one of said one or more extracted localizable string (supplying a 
translation, col. 7, lines 36-40); 

extracting non-localizable string from said document (separating out the country 
or regional content into a separate file, leaving the other content in a separate file, col. 
7, lines 12-18); and 

merging said extracted non-localizable data with at least one of said translated 
one or more localizable string and said extracted one or more localizable string (finding 
the correct localization file, and putting the files back together, col. 7, lines 18-20). 

Lakritz does not explicitly teach said translating comprises receiving input from a 
user specifying a translation of at least one of said one or more localizable strings. 
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However, Hamann teaches the user is able to input a string in a source language 
and a string of text translated into the target language (col. 6, lines 48-61 ). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of 
invention to combine the methods of Lakritz with the ability to add a translation as 
taught by Hamann to increase the efficiency of the system by allowing a user to modify 
and/or a translation to a target text, as taught by Hamann (col. 7, lines 1-10). 

As to claim 42, Lakritz teaches: 

a processor (a computer, col. 3, lines 25, which would necessarily include a 
processor); 

a memory storing program instructions (a computer with applications, col. 3, lines 
25, which would necessarily include a memory); 

identify at least one token within said document (col. 7, lines 27-29); 

identify one or more localizable string within said at least one token (col. 7, lines 

27-29); 

prompt a user for confirmation of said identifying said one or more localizable 
strings (creating user-defined term databases, where the user is prompted to supply a 
translation for each language to be used, col. 28, lines 24-34 and 63-67 and col. 29, 
lines 1-30); 

extract said one or more localizable strings from said document (separating 
country or regional content from the structure of the document into a separate file, 
where that file can be updated, col. 7, lines 12-18); 



Application/Control Number: 09/895,751 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2626 

translate at least one said extracted localizable string (supplying a translation, 
col. 7, lines 36-40); 

extracting non-localizable string from said document (separating out the country 
or regional content into a separate file, leaving the other content in a separate file, col. 
7, lines 12-18); and 

merging said extracted non-localizable data with at least one of said translated 
one or more localizable string and said extracted one or more localizable string (finding 
the correct localization file, and putting the files back together, col. 7, lines 18-20). 

Lakritz does not explicitly teach translating at least one of said extracted one or 
more localizable strings, the program instructions are executable to receive input from a 
user specifying a translation of at least one of said one or more localizable strings. 

However, Hamann teaches the user is able to input a string in a source language 
and a string of text translated into the target language (col. 6, lines 48-61 ). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of 
invention to combine the methods of Lakritz with the ability to add a translation as 
taught by Hamann to increase the efficiency of the system by allowing a user to modify 
and/or a translation to a target text, as taught by Hamann (col. 7, lines 1-10). 

As to claims 2, 1 1 , and 20, Lakritz teaches prompting a user for confirmation of 
said identifying said one or more localizable strings (users are allowed to edit the 
information, col. 8, lines 53-56, further creating user-defined term databases, where the 
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user is prompted to supply a translation for each language to be used, col. 28, lines 24- 
34 and 63-67 and col. 29, lines 1-30). 

As to claims 3, 12 and 21 , Lakritz teaches creating a third file including said one 
or more localizable strings (creating a separate file for each of the country or regions for 
the content to be translated into (col. 7, lines 12-18), which would necessary include 
creating a third or more file). 

As to claims 4, 13 and 22, Lakritz teaches merging includes merging said third 
file (merging the files based on the needed translation (col. 7, lines 12-18, and 27-40), 
where it would be necessary that if the information from the third file was needed, that 
information would be merged). 

As to claims 5, 14, 23, 30, 37 and 44, Lakritz does not explicitly teach editing said 
first file to modify said user-supplied translation. 

However, Hamann teaches the user is able to input or edit a string in a source 
language and a string of text translated into, the target language (col. 6, lines 48-61). - 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of 
invention to combine the methods of Lakritz with the ability to add a translation as 
taught by Hamann to increase the efficiency of the system by allowing a user to modify 
and/or a translation to a target text, as taught by Hamann (col. 7, lines 1-10). 
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As to claims 6, 15, 24, 31 , 38, and 45, Lakritz teaches merging further includes 
recording said user-supplied translation within said first file into a dictionary module 
(saving the visitors translations for a later use, col. 8, lines 53-60). 

As to claims 8, 17, 26, 33, 40 and 47, Lakritz teaches screening a string of 
characters with said document whether said string of characters is at least one of 
bounded and unbounded (finding a string to be translated that is bounded by the tags, 
col. 7, line 35). 

As to claims 9, 18, 27, 34, 41 and 48, Lakritz teaches said one or more 
localizable string includes at least one of data and executable code (a string in text, col. 
7, lines 35-36). 

As to claims 32, 39, and 46, Lakritz teaches one of a dictionary translation (using 
a dictionary translation col. 7, lines 45, and col. 8, lines 53-56). 

Conclusion 

6. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
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TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thomas E. Shortledge whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-7612. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00 - 4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richemond Dorvil can be reached on (571)272-7602. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toil-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Application/Control Number: 09/895,751 Page 
Art Unit: 2626 



TS 

02/14/07 



